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Harbhajan Singh petitions for review of Board of Immigration Appeals’
(“BIA”) order affirming the Immigration Judge’s (“1J”’) decision denying Singh’s

application for asylum, concluding that he failed to satisfy his burden of proving
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that he filed his asylum application within a year of entry and denying withholding
of removal and relief under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).

We lack jurisdiction to review the 1J’s and BIA’s factual determinations that
Singh did not meet the one-year deadline and did not qualify for an exception to
the deadline for filing his asylum application. See Sillah v. Mukasey,  F.3d
(9th Cir. March 27, 2008). Therefore we dismiss the portion of Harbhajan Singh’s
petition challenging the denial of asylum.

We have jurisdiction pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252 to review Harbhajan
Singh’s claims for withholding of removal and CAT protection. We review the
BIA’s decision for substantial evidence, a deferential standard under which it must
be upheld unless the evidence compels a contrary result. See Njuguna v. Ashcroft,
374 F.3d 765, 769 (9th Cir. 2004). The 1J’s adverse credibility determination was
supported by substantial evidence. See Singh v. Ashcroft, 367 F.3d 1139, 1143
(9th Cir. 2004); Desta v. Ashcroft, 365 F.3d 741, 745 (9th Cir. 2004). On this
record, we are not compelled to reach a different result. See Tawadrus v. Ashcroft,

364 F.3d 1099, 1102 (9th Cir. 2004).

PETITION DISMISSED IN PART AND DENIED IN PART.



